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Perfectionist people are generally described as pursuing high 
personal standards for performance, rigidly adhering to them, 
and defi ning their self-worth in terms of their achieving to these 
standards (Burns, 1980; Hollender, 1978). Theoretical and research 
interest in this personality construct of perfectionism has grown 
markedly over the last decade. It appears to play a specifi c role in 
the etiology, maintenance and course of certain psychopathological 
problems more prevalent in women, including eating disorders 
(Nilsson, Sundbom, & Hägglöf, 2008) depression and anxiety 
(Shafran & Mansell, 2001) as well as psychological distress in 
pregnancy (Macedo et al., 2009), and postpartum depression 
(Mazzeo et al., 2006). 
Frost, Marten, Lahart, and Rosemblate (1990) were the 
fi rst authors who developed a self-reported measure to assess 
perfectionism from a multidimensional perspective, entitled Frost 
Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (FMPS) (Frost et al., 1990). 
The FMPS contains 35 item grouped into 6 factors or subscales: 
Personal Standards (setting high standards for evaluation), 
Concern over Mistakes (refl ecting negative reactions to errors), 
Doubt about Actions (the tendency to doubt about one’s ability), 
Parental Expectations (the belief that one’s parents set very 
high standards), Parental Criticism (the belief that one’s parents 
were overly critical) and Organization (the importance placed on 
orderliness). Some subsequent studies have found support for the 
original six factor structure of the FMPS (Parker & Adkins, 1995; 
Stumpf & Parker, 2000) while others have arrived at divergent 
solutions. A three-factor solution with interpretable factors and 
high internal consistency was proposed by Purdon, Antony, and 
Swinson (1999) and a four-factor structure was suggested by several 
researchers (Harvey, Pallant, & Harvey, 2004; Hawkins, Watt, & 
Sinclair, 2006; Stöber, 1998; Stumpf & Parker, 2000). Cox, Enns, 
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This instrumental study was designed to analyze the psychometric properties of the Spanish version of 
the Frost Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (FMPS). The total sample was made up of 582 female 
college students, with a mean age of 21.68 (SD= 4.45). The results of confi rmatory factor analysis 
identifi ed the six-factor solution proposed by the original authors as the best factor structure, with 
acceptable fi t indices. Cronbach’s alpha coeffi cient was .93 for the FMPS total score and ranged from 
.74 to .91 for the subscales. Test-retest reliability suggested a good temporal stability of the FMPS total 
score [ICC= .89 (95% CI= .80-.94)] and its subscales. Results showed moderate to high associations 
between the Spanish version of the FMPS and other measures of perfectionism. The Spanish version 
of FMPS has shown satisfactory psychometric properties to be used in women.  Future research should 
replicate these fi ndings in broader samples, in clinical populations, and use longitudinal designs to 
determine whether perfectionism is a risk factor for psychopathology in women.
Propiedades psicométricas de la versión española de la Escala Multidimensional de Perfeccionismo de 
Frost en mujeres. Este estudio instrumental se diseñó para estudiar las propiedades psicométricas de la 
versión española de la Escala Multidimensional de Perfeccionismo de Frost (FMPS). La muestra total fue 
de 582 mujeres, estudiantes universitarias, con una edad media de 21,68 años (DT= 4,45). Los resultados 
del análisis factorial confi rmatorio identifi caron los seis factores propuestos por Frost et al. (1990) como 
la mejor estructura factorial, con índices de ajuste aceptables. El coefi ciente alfa de Cronbach fue de 
,93 para la puntuación total del FMPS, y entre ,71 y ,91 para las diferentes subescalas. La fi abilidad 
test-retest  sugirió una buena estabilidad temporal de la puntuación total del FMPS [CCI= 0.89 (95% 
IC= ,80-,94)] y de sus subescalas. Se observaron  asociaciones de moderadas a fuertes entre la versión 
española del FMPS y otras medidas de perfeccionismo. La versión española del FMPS ha mostrado 
buenas propiedades psicométricas para ser aplicada en mujeres. Futuras investigaciones deberían 
replicar estos hallazgos en muestras más amplias, en población clínica y utilizar diseños longitudinales 
para determinar si el perfeccionismo es un factor de riesgo para la psicopatología en las mujeres.
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and Clara (2002) obtained fi ve of the six original factors, but they 
used a refi ned scale containing only 22 of the original 35 items. 
The FMPS has been translated into German (Altstötter-Gleich & 
Bergemann, 2006), French (Rhéaume, Freeston, Dugas, Letarte, & 
Ladouceur, 1995) and Chinese (Cheng et al., 1999), showing good 
psychometric properties. 
Hewitt and Flett (1991) similarly designed a self-reported 
measure of perfectionism: the Hewitt Multidimensional 
Perfectionism Scale (HMPS) (Hewitt & Flett, 1991). They argued 
that in addition to holding perfectionistic standards for themselves 
(Self-Oriented Perfectionism), individuals can hold perfectionistic 
standards for others (Other-Oriented Perfectionism) and can 
perceive that others hold perfectionistic standards for them 
(Socially Prescribed Perfectionism). Although the HMPS is related 
to the perfectionism scale developed by Frost et al., (1990), they do 
not overlap entirely (Enns & Cox, 2002; Hewitt & Flett, 2004). 
The results of a factor analysis of the nine combined subscales of 
the FMPS and the HMPS indicated a two-factor solution that Frost, 
Heimberg, Holt, and Mattia (1993) interpreted as refl ecting two central 
components of perfectionism construct: «Maladaptive evaluation 
concerns», which included Concern over Mistakes, Parental 
Expectations, Parental Criticism, Doubt about Actions and Socially 
Prescribed Perfectionism subscales and were positively correlated 
with depression and negative affectivity, and «Positive achievement 
striving», which included Personal Standards, Organization, Self-
Oriented Perfectionism and Other-Oriented Perfectionism subscales 
and were positively correlated with positive affectivity (Frost et al., 
1993). These negative and positive facets of perfectionism were also 
confi rmed by Hawkins et al., (2006), Stumpf and Parker (2000) and 
Terry-Short, Glynn Owens, Slade, and Dewey (1995). In a similar 
way, several studies showed that some dimensions of perfectionism 
assessed by the FMPS and the HMPS are most strongly associated 
with psychopathology than others, in both clinical (Hewitt, Flett, & 
Ediger, 1996; Sassaroli et al., 2008) and nonclinical adult samples 
(Di Bartolo, Li, & Frost, 2008; Macedo et al., 2009). This assumption 
highlights the importance of having adequate instruments to measure 
perfectionism in clinical practice. 
As far as we know, the FMPS has not been used in Spanish 
population. The purpose of the present research was to analyze the 
psychometric properties of the Frost Multidimensional Perfectionism 
Scale in its Spanish version to provide a well-adapted, valid and 
reliable instrument to study Perfectionism in women. 
Method
Participants
The total sample consisted of 582 undergraduate female students 
from the Faculties of Psychology and Philosophy and Arts at a public 
university. The mean age of participants was 21.68 (SD= 4.45). 
Materials
Multidimensional perfectionism scale (FMPS). The FMPS (Frost 
et al., 1990) is a 35 item, 5-point Likert (1 to 5) scale designed to 
measure perfectionism and includes 6 dimensions of perfectionism: 
Concern over Mistakes, Doubts about Actions, Personal Standards, 
Parental Expectations, Parental Criticism and Organization. 
The English original version demonstrated good psychometric 
properties: internal consistencies (α) for the subscales ranged 
from .77 to .93 and the resulting total perfectionism scales scores 
showed large correlations with other perfectionism measures (BPS, 
r= .85; EDI-P, r= .59). The translation and adaptation was carried 
out using the back-translation procedure following international 
guidelines (Balluerka, Gorostiaga, Alonso-Arbiol, & Haranburu, 
2007). The Spanish version of the FMPS is presented in Figure 1.
Figure 1. Spanish version of the Frost Multidimensional Perfectionism 
Scale
ESCALA MULTIDIMENSIONAL DE PERFECCIONISMO (FMPS: Frost et al., 1990)
Por favor, ponga un círculo alrededor del número que mejor corresponda a su grado de 
acuerdo en cada ítem. Utilice la clasifi cación siguiente:
                   En total desacuerdo         Completamente de acuerdo
1002003004005
1. Mis padres me fi jaron metas muy altas 1 2 3 4 5
2. La organización es muy importante para mí 1 2 3 4 5
3. Cuando era niño/a fui castigado por no hacer las cosas a la perfec-
ción
1 2 3 4 5
4. Si no me fi jo metas muy elevadas probablemente acabaré siendo una 
persona de segunda categoría
1 2 3 4 5
5. Mis padres nunca intentaron entender mis errores 1 2 3 4 5
6. Es importante para mí ser absolutamente competente en todo lo que 
hago
1 2 3 4 5
7. Soy una persona ordenada 1 2 3 4 5
8. Intento ser una persona organizada 1 2 3 4 5
9. Si fallo en el trabajo, en la escuela o en casa soy un fracaso como 
persona
1 2 3 4 5
10. Debo preocuparme si cometo un error 1 2 3 4 5
11. Mis padres querían que yo fuera el/la mejor en todo 1 2 3 4 5
12. Me fi jo metas más elevadas que la mayoría de la gente 1 2 3 4 5
13. Si alguien hace mejor que yo las cosas en el trabajo, en la escuela o 
en casa me siento como si hubiera fracasado completamente
1 2 3 4 5
14. Si fallo en parte, es tan malo como fracasar completamente 1 2 3 4 5
15. Para mi familia solo son buenos los resultados excelentes 1 2 3 4 5
16. Soy muy bueno/a concentrando mis esfuerzos para alcanzar una 
meta
1 2 3 4 5
17. Incluso cuando hago algo muy cuidadosamente, a menudo siento 
que no lo he hecho del todo bien
1 2 3 4 5
18. Odio no ser el/la mejor en todo lo que hago 1 2 3 4 5
19. Me propongo metas excesivamente altas 1 2 3 4 5
20. Mis padres han esperado grandes cosas de mí 1 2 3 4 5
21. La gente probablemente tendrá peor opinión de mí si cometo un 
error
1 2 3 4 5
22. Pienso que nunca llegaré a satisfacer las expectativas de mis padres 1 2 3 4 5
23. Si no hago las cosas tan bien como el resto de personas quiere decir 
que soy inferior a ellas
1 2 3 4 5
24. Otras personas parecen conformarse con menos que yo 1 2 3 4 5
25. Si no lo hago bien siempre, la gente no me respetará 1 2 3 4 5
26. Mis padres siempre han tenido más expectativas sobre mi futuro 
que yo
1 2 3 4 5
27. Trato de ser una persona ordenada 1 2 3 4 5
28. En general tengo dudas acerca de lo que hago 1 2 3 4 5
29. La limpieza tiene mucha importancia para mí 1 2 3 4 5
30. Espero hacer las cosas de cada día mejor que la mayoría de la gente 1 2 3 4 5
31. Soy una persona organizada 1 2 3 4 5
32. Tiendo a atrasarme en mi trabajo porque repito las cosas una y otra 
vez
1 2 3 4 5
33. Me lleva mucho tiempo hacer las cosas correctamente 1 2 3 4 5
34. Cuantos menos errores cometa más personas me querrán 1 2 3 4 5
35. Siento que nunca cumpliré las expectativas de mis padres 1 2 3 4 5
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Multidimensional perfectionism scale (HMPS). The HMPS 
(Hewitt & Flett, 1991) is a 45 item, 7-point Likert (1 to 7) scale 
used to assess 3 dimensions of perfectionism: Self-Oriented 
Perfectionism, Social Prescribed Perfectionism and Other-
Oriented Perfectionism. The reliability and validity of this scale 
has been demonstrated in clinical and nonclinical samples (Hewitt 
& Flett, 2004). The authors are not aware of the existence of a 
Spanish version of the HMPS. The Spanish version of the HMPS 
was also carried out following international guidelines (Balluerka 
et al., 2007).
Temperament and character inventory-revised (TCI-R). The 
TCI-R (Cloninger, 1999) is a 240-item, 5-point Likert (1 to 5) 
inventory measuring 4 temperamental dimensions and 3 character 
dimensions of personality. For this study we used the temperament 
dimension of Persistence. It has 35 items grouped into 4 subscales: 
Eagerness of effort, Work hardened, Ambition and Perfectionism. 
Persistence has been associated with perfectionism, especially 
with those aspects related to a strong motivation for oneself to be 
perfect, setting exacting standards for oneself, and evaluating one’s 
own behaviour stringently (Kobori, Yamagata, & Kijima, 2005). 
In the present study, we used the TCI-R in its Spanish validation 
(Gutiérrez-Zotes et al., 2004).
Eating disorders inventory-2 (EDI-2). The EDI-2 (Garner, 
1991) is a 91-item, 6-point Likert (0 to 5) self-report questionnaire 
with 11 subscales designed to evaluate eating attitudes and 
symptoms associated to eating disorders. For this study we used 
the Perfectionism subscale (6 items) of the EDI-2 in its Spanish 
validation (Garner, 1998). In other studies, Perfectionism subscale 
has been signifi cantly and positively correlated with all FMPS 
subscales, with the exception of Organization (Chang, Ivezaj, 
Downey, Kashima, & Morady, 2008; Frost et al., 1990). 
Procedure
 
Undergraduate women were invited to participate by an 
announcement at a public university. One of the researchers fully 
explained the study and obtained the signed informed consent. All 
the participants (N= 582) fulfi lled the Spanish version of the FMPS. 
Two subsamples were randomly selected to study the correlation 
between the FMPS and other perfectionism scales (N= 190) and 
to determine its test-retest reliability one month later (N= 40). The 
study protocol was approved by the institutional review board.
Data analysis
 
All variables were tested for normality. Descriptive analyses 
were conducted for study group characteristics. 
A Confi rmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was carried out to 
test the factor structures proposed in previous studies. It was 
conducted with Amos 7.0 (Arbuckle, 2006) and EQS 6.1 (Bentler, 
2004), using maximum likelihood procedure as the technique for 
parameter estimation (Hoyle, 1995). All latent factors were allowed 
to covary. The present study used multiple statistical test and 
indexes designed to assess the goodness of fi t of data to a proposed 
model because each type has potential strengths and weaknesses. 
The fi t indices used in the present study included the Comparative 
Fit Index (CFI), the Incremental Fit Index (IFI), the Root Mean 
Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), the Standardized Root 
Mean square Residual (SRMR) and Relative chi-square (χ2/df). 
In the literature one will fi nd different rules of thumb, depending 
on the authority cited. Traditionally, CFI and IFI values ≥.90 have 
been accepted as indicators of a good fi t; RMSEA values ≤.05 or 
.08 have been considered as indicators of a good and acceptable fi t 
respectively; SRMR ≤.06 are recommended; and χ2/df ratios <2 to 
5 indicates acceptable model fi ts (Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Byrne, 
1998; Byrne, 2001; Hoyle & Panter, 1995; Marsh, Hau & Wen, 
2004). 
Cronbach’s alpha reliability coeffi cient (α), the alpha estimate 
when an item is deleted (α-item) and correlations of each item with 
their corrected scale (r
i-s
) were calculated. Correlation coeffi cients 
greater than .40 are recommended (Stewart & Ware, 1992). Test 
retest reliability was conducted using the intraclass correlation 
coeffi cient (ICC) along with the 95% confi dence interval (CI), using 
the agreement levels rating suggested by Landis and Koch (1977) 
to interpret the results. Correlation analyses were used to study 
the association of FMPS with other measures of perfectionism. 
Analyses were performed with the SPSS (version 15.0) computer 
program. Statistical signifi cance was set at p<.05.
Results
Sample description
 
The mean age of the total sample (N= 582 women) was 21.68 
(SD= 4.45). The vast majority of women were single (80.3%) and 
sixty percent lived with their family. Half of them combined work 
with studying (53.8%). Most participants reported absence of 
personal psychiatric history (77.3%) or family psychiatric history 
(74.9%). There were no signifi cant differences in demographic 
data between the total sample (N= 582) and the subsamples used 
to study the association between the Spanish version of the FMPS 
and other perfectionism measures (N= 190) and the test-retest 
reliability (N= 40).
Confi rmatory factor analysis
Table 1 shows the fi t indices corresponding to the six-factor 
model proposed by the original authors (Frost et al., 1990). Taking 
into account previous literature, we also tested the four factor model 
proposed by Stöber (1998) and the three-factor model proposed by 
Purdon et al., (1999). Comparing the three models, the six-factor 
model obtained better fi t indices: SRMR values ≤.06, χ2/ d.f <5, 
RMSEA<.08 and CFI and IFI values close to .90 indicated an 
acceptable fi t. Figure 2 shows the six-factor model. 
Reliability 
FMPS reliability results are in Table 2. Cronbach’s alpha 
coeffi cient was .93 for the FMPS total score. The Cronbach’s alpha 
coeffi cients for subscales ranged from .74 to .91 and all corrected 
item-scale correlations were ≥.40. Cronbach’s alpha coeffi cients 
did not increase when an item was deleted, except for items 3 
(Parental Criticism) and 29 (Organization), but only by .01.
To determine test-retest reliability (Table 2), the Spanish version 
of the FMPS was administered 1 month later to a randomized 
selected sample of 40 women. An intraclass correlation coeffi cient 
(ICC) of .89 (95% CI= .80-.94, p<.001) was obtained for the 
FMPS total score. Test–retest reliability for the subscales ranged 
between .82 (95% CI=.66-.90, p<.001) and .94 (95% CI= .88–.97, 
p<.001). 
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Table 1
Fit indices for the proposed models
χ2 (d.f) p χ2/ d.f CFI IFI RMSEA (CI) p close fi t SRMR
6F model (Frost et al., 1990) 1973.43 (545) <.001 3.62 .87 .87 .07 (.06-.07) <.001 .06
4F model (Stoeber et al, 1998) 2435.22 (554) <.001 4.40 .83 .83 .08 (.07-.08) <.001 .07
3F model (Purdon et al., 1999) 3339.75 (524) <.001 6.37 .74 .74 .10 (.09-.10) <.001 .14
Note: Model: 6F, Six factor model; 4F, Four factor model; 3F, Three factor model. 
Indexes: SRMR= Standardized root mean square residual; RMSEA= Root mean square error of approximation (CI= Confi dence interval at 90%); CFI, Comparative Fit Index, IFI, Incremental 
Fit Index
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Figure 2. CFA: Six factor structure of the Spanish version of the FMPS (EQS 6.1 program).
Note: PS, Personal Standards; PE, Parental Expectations; PC, Parental Criticism; CM, Concern over Mistakes; O, Organization; DA, Doubt about Actions
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Table 3 shows that all pairs of associations among the subscales of 
the questionnaire were signifi cant (p<.01) except for Organization 
and Parental Criticism, and fell into the range of .04 to .70. The 
strongest correlation was found between Parental Expectations and 
Parental Criticism. Concern over Mistakes, Personal Standards 
and Doubt about Actions were also moderately associated. The 
exception was the Organization subscale, with a weak pattern of 
correlations with other subscales. All six subscales showed from 
moderate to high correlations with the FMPS total score. 
Correlations between the Spanish Version of the FMPS and other 
perfectionism scales
Correlations between the Spanish version of the FMPS and other 
perfectionism measures are presented in table 4. The HMPS total 
score was highly correlated with the FMPS total score (r= .75). 
Self-Oriented Perfectionism was most strongly related to Personal 
Standards and Concern over Mistakes; it also showed a minor but 
consistent correlation with Doubt about Actions. Other-Oriented 
Perfectionism also appeared to be related to Concern over Mistakes 
and Personal Standards; however, the pattern was not as strong 
as Self-Oriented Perfectionism. Socially Prescribed Perfectionism 
was related to Parental Expectations and Parental Criticism. It was 
also correlated with Concern over Mistakes and, to a lesser extent, 
with Doubt about Actions and Personal Standards. 
The Perfectionism subscale of the EDI-2 was also positively 
correlated with FMPS subscales and its total score. The strongest 
correlations coeffi cients were between the Perfectionism subscale 
of the EDI-2 and Personal Standards and Parental Expectations. 
Again, Organization obtained the weakest correlation coeffi cients. 
The total score of the Persistence subscale of the TCI-R was 
moderately correlated with the FMPS total score. The strongest 
correlation was between its subscales and Personal Standards. On 
the other hand, Eagerness of Effort and Work Hardened did not 
showed high correlation coeffi cients with the FMPS subscales. 
Ambition showed a moderate relation with Personal Standards and 
Table 2
Means, standard deviations and reliability of the Spanish version of the FMPS
Mean SD α
ri-s
Md (min-max)
α-item
ICC 
(95%IC)
FMPS total score 90.72 22.48 .93  .55 (.40-.72) .92-.93 .89 (.80-.94)
- Concern over 
mistakes
20.09 07.72 .90 .69 (.50-.72) .88-.90 .83 (.69-.91)
- Parental 
expectations
11.90 04.98 .85 .66 (.54-.75) .77-.85 .92 (.85-.96)
- Parental criticism 07.43 03.66 .79 .47 (.48-.72) .68-.80 .83 (.67-.91)
- Organization 20.15 05.78 .91 .77 (.62-.84) .88-.92 .94 (.88-.97)
- Personal standards 20.22 06.14 .84 .58 (.43-.75) .80-.84 .88 (.77-.94)
- Doubt about actions 11.01 03.67 .74 .54 (.50-.58) .66-.71 .81 (.66-.90)
Note: FMPS, Frost Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale
Table 3
Correlations among subscales of the Spanish version of the FMPS
FMPS total 
score
Concern 
over mistakes
Parental 
expectations
Parental 
criticism
Organization
Personal 
standards
Doubt about 
actions
FMPS total score –
- Concern over mistakes .83** –
- Parental expectations .66** .38** –
- Parental criticism .62** .48** .70** –
- Organization .48**  .21** .11** .04** –
- Personal standards .81**  .64** .42** .48**  .28** _
- Doubt about actions .69**  .62** .28** .32**  .22**  .49** _
** p<.01
Table 4
Correlations among the Spanish version of FMPS and other Perfectionism measures
FMPS
total score
Concern
over mistakes
Parental
expectations
Parental
criticism
Organization
Personal
standards
Doubt about
actions
HMPS total score  .75**  .68** .45** .37**  .17*  .70**  .57**
- Self oriented perfectionism .67**  .58** .27** .22**  .28**  .73**  .49**
- Other oriented perfectionism .44**  .40** .25** .21**  .13  .41**  .30**
- Socially prescribed perfectionism .60**  .55** .59** .49**  .04  .39**  .43**
EDI 2-Perfectionism .69**  .54** .60** .42**  .16*  .63**  .46**
TCI R-PS total score .48*  .29 .22** .06  .36**  .60**  .29**
- Eagerness of effort .32**  .19* .14 .02  .36**  .35**  .13
- Work hardened .25**  .08 .14 .01  .22**  .33**  .19*
- Ambition .56**  .46** .25** .10  .23**  .66**  .34**
- Perfectionism .40**  .15 .16* .02  .40**  .56**  .26**
Note: HMPS, Hewitt Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale; EDI 2-Perfectionism, Perfectionism subscale of the Eating Disorders Inventory 2; TCI R-PS, Persistence’s dimension of the 
Cloninger Temperament and Character Inventory Revised
** p<.01; * p<.05
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Concern over Mistakes. Perfectionism was most strongly related to 
Personal Standards. 
Discussion
Overall, our results suggested that the Spanish version of the 
FMPS is a well-adapted, reliable and valid six-factor scale to study 
perfectionism in women. 
However, the study has some limitations. The sample was 
exclusively composed by female college students so the results 
cannot be generalized to different populations. Similarly to previous 
studies in which CFA was applied to the FMPS (Cox et al., 2002; 
Hawkins et al., 2006), we used conventional cut-off criteria for the 
fi t indices instead of a more stringent cut-off (Hu & Bentler, 1999). 
We are aware that a more exigent cut-off would implicate a less 
optimist interpretation of our results. However, the incorporation 
of more rigorous guidelines has not been widely accepted (Marsh, 
Hau & Wen, 2004). 
Our results supported the six-factor structure proposed by Frost 
et al., (1990) for the Spanish version of the FMPS. Fit indices were 
better than the ones obtained for the four-factor model proposed 
by Stoeber et al., (1998) and the three-factor model proposed by 
Purdon et al., (1999). Some authors obtained better fi t indices using 
the CFA, but only after refi ning the original scale deleting some of 
the items. Moreover, the structures obtained were divergent each 
other (Cox et al., 2002; Hawkins et al., 2006). The fact of having 
a Spanish version with the same items and same subscales as in 
the original FMPS will facilitate comparisons between the results 
obtained across different countries. Although our CFA results were 
not completely satisfactory, we preferred not to modify the six-
factor model to improve the fi t. Post hoc model-fi tting procedures 
that successively modify models based on consideration of the 
residuals are likely to lead to capitalization on chance and the 
proliferation of meaningless models (Goffi n, 2007; MacCallum, 
Roznowski, & Necowitz, 1992). 
The levels of internal consistency for the total FMPS score and 
its subscales were from adequate (α= .74) to excellent (α= .93) and 
they were similar to the ones reported in the original version (Frost 
et al., 1990), supporting the reliability of the Spanish version of 
the FMPS. 
The correlation coeffi cients between the six subscales 
of the Spanish version of the FMPS were similar to the ones 
obtained by Frost et al., (1990). Organization was not strongly 
associated with other subscales but it was moderately correlated 
with the FMPS total score. Other researchers also found this 
association and suggested that, while the Organization subscale 
had its own characteristic features, it also shared attributes with 
perfectionism (Hawkins et al., 2006; Khawaja & Armstrong, 
2005). Thus, Organization was included in the total FMPS 
score. However, due to the multidimensional nature (theoretical 
and empirical) of the FMPS, the use of subscales scores would 
be more adequate. 
The excellent ICC obtained in the present study suggested 
that the FMPS total scores and its subscales do not fl uctuate over 
time. It is congruent with the notion that this instrument assesses 
perfectionism as a personality trait. To our knowledge, this is the 
fi rst study to assess the test-retest reliability of the FMPS. 
As expected, the correlations between the FMPS and other 
perfectionism scales provide additional support for its construct 
validity. Consistent with previous fi ndings, only correlations 
between some subscales were high and signifi cant, refl ecting 
the multidimensional nature of perfectionism as well as some 
differences in theoretical models. Consistent with previous 
results, the HMPS and the FMPS were partially correlated 
(Hewitt & Flett, 2004). For instance, Concern over Mistakes 
and Personal Standards were moderately correlated with Self 
Oriented Perfectionism and to a lesser extent with Other Oriented 
Perfectionism. The interpersonal quality of Parental Expectations 
and Criticism explains its association with Socially Prescribed 
Perfectionism. The Perfectionism subscale of the EDI-2 assesses 
intra and interpersonal components of perfectionism (Sherry, 
Hewitt, Besser, McGee, & Flett, 2004), so its association with 
Parental Expectations, Concern over Mistakes and Personal 
Standards is justifi ed. The FMPS total score was also moderately 
associated with the Persistence subscale of the TCI-R, which 
refl ects the perseverance of behavior despite frustration and fatigue. 
Also, perfectionistic people in general would continue their effort 
and behavior until their goals or standards are met. Ambition and 
Perfectionism, associated with Personal Standards, refl ected the 
perfectionism related to the motivation for setting high standards 
toward one’s self. It is in agreement with the results of Kobori et 
al., (2005), who found that Persistence was associated with facets 
of perfectionism orientated toward one’s self. 
Future research should evaluate the psychometric properties of 
the Spanish version of the FMPS in community and clinical samples 
and explore perfectionism as a risk factor of psychopathological 
states in women as well as its role in outcome and treatment 
response.   
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